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REQUEST FOR RECONSI DERATI ON

In an Ofice Action issued July 17, 2014, the Exam ning Attorney
mai nt ai ned and made final her refusal to register Applicant’s nmark
GEORG A COLLEGE OF OSTECPATHI C MEDI CI NE pursuant to Sections 2(d) and
2(e)(2) of the Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C. 88 1052(d) & 1052(e)(2). In
response, Applicant hereby submts the following in further support

of registration.

. NO LI KELI HOOD OF CONFUSI ON

In the Ofice Action, the Exam ning Attorney refused
registration of Applicant’s mark GEORA A COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C
MEDI CI NE on the ground that the mark is allegedly confusingly simlar
to the “CEORA A’-formative nmarks regi stered under U. S. Registration
Nos. 4,154,833, 3,282,904, 3,725,163, 3,725,162, 3,031, 191,
2,246,860, and 1,339,141, all registered in connection with, inter
alia, the provision of educational services at the college and
university levels in Cass 41, and all of which are owned by the
Board of Regents of the University System of Ceorgia (collectively,

the “Cited Marks”). The Exam ning Attorney’s finding that Applicant’s



mark is likely to be confused with the Cted Marks is based on her
unsupported assertion that the factors nost relevant to the

I'i kel i hood of confusion analysis in this case are “simlarity of the
marks, simlarity and nature of the goods and/or services, and
simlarity of the trade channels of the goods and/or services.”
Applicant respectfully submts that the sophistication of the
consuners to whom Applicant’s and Registrant’s services are offered,
the costs of such services, and the nunber and nature of simlar
marks in use in connection with such services strongly outweigh the
ot her du Pont factors, and consideration of the same mandates a
finding that Applicant’s mark and the Cted Marks are not likely to
be confused in the mnds of relevant consumers. Accordingly, based on
Applicant’s previous argunments and evi dence, the foll ow ng

suppl emental anal ysis set forth herein, and additional evidence
subm tted herewith, Applicant respectfully, albeit vigorously,

mai ntains its position that there is no Iikelihood of confusion
between its mark and the Cited Marks and respectfully requests that
the Exam ning Attorney’ s refusal be wi thdrawn and that Applicant’s

mar k be approved for publication.

A. Rel evant Consuners Are Sophisticated.

No | i kelihood of confusion exists between Applicant’s mark and
the Cited Marks in view of the sophistication of relevant consuners
and the nature of their purchasing practices with respect to

Applicant’s and Registrant’s services. See Inre E.1. du Pont de

Nemours & Co., 177 U.S.P.Q 563 (C.C P. A 1973).

Applicant respectfully submts that the sophistication of
rel evant consuners of Applicant’s and Registrant’s services is so gr
eat that the provision of educational services by Applicant and

Regi strant under marks that incorporate the sanme word, nanely,



“CGEORA@ A,” is not likely to generate consunmer confusion. Consumers of
Applicant’s and Registrant’s educational services are individuals
seeki ng degrees frominstitutions of higher |earning, such as
Bachel or’s, Master’s, and doctorate degrees. Such individuals are not
casual consunmers and do not make purchasi ng deci sions hastily;
rather, they are highly know edgeabl e, sophisticated, and
discrimnating in identifying the institutions and academ ¢ programns
in which they hope to enroll and nust exercise a high degree of care
before investing in such services. Indeed, before a purchase can be
made, consuners need not only identify the institutions and prograns
in which they are interested, requiring significant research, but
they nust al so engage in a | engthy and extensive application process
(including without limtation studying for and taking standardized
tests, acquiring letters of recomendation, and applying for
adm ssi on and paying appropriate application fees) and ultimtely be
accepted in order to matriculate. Gven the vital inportance of
hi gher education, relevant purchasers are exceedingly likely to
exerci se extraordinary care in selecting the appropriate institution
of fering such educational services. As such, relevant consuners are
highly unlikely to confuse the source of Applicant’s and Registrant’s
servi ces and/or Applicant with Registrant.

Mor eover, as previously argued and expl ai ned further bel ow, the
di fferences between Applicant’s mark and the Cted Marks are rendered
all the nore significant in the context of post-secondary education
where, as here, the allegedly dom nant portion of the marks is a
state name. Indeed, as denonstrated in the evidence attached to
Applicant’s Response to O fice Action submtted June 23, 2014, it is
commonpl ace for unrel ated universities, colleges, and ot her

institutions of higher learning to incorporate and use identi cal



state designations in their nanes. Consequently, it would defy |logic
to conclude that such highly sophisticated and di scrim nating
consunmers — prospective students of higher learning — would be |ikely
to be confused as to the provider of the educational services.

In view of the sophistication and care of the rel evant consuners
of Applicant’s and Regi strant’s educational services in their
purchasing practices, it is highly unlikely that such discrimnating
consuners are likely to believe that Applicant’s and Registrant’s
services emanate fromthe sane source nerely because such services
are of fered under “GEORG A’-formative marks. Consequently,
consi deration of the rel evant sophisticated consuners wei ghs

deci dedl y against a finding of |ikelihood of confusion.

B. Applicant’s and Reqgistrant’s Services Are Expensive.

Consi stent with du Pont, where the relevant services are costly,
the | evel of sophistication that consunmers enploy in choosing the

services is even nore acute. See AMF, Inc. v. Sleekcraft Boats, 599

F.2d 341, 353, 204 U.S.P.Q 808, 817 (9th Cr. 1979). Applicant’s and
Regi strant’s educational services are highly expensive, often costing
a consuner in excess of $100,000 before a degree can be obtai ned.
Consequently, Applicant’s and Registrant’s services are not purchased
casual ly wi thout the consumer researching the relevant institution
its progranms, its reputation, and relevant costs. In view of such
costs, along with other relevant factors, consuners of Applicant’s
and Registrant’s services are “careful, sophisticated purchas[ers],”
not “inpul se” buyers. See id. Consequently, consideration of both the
costs of Applicant’s and Registrant’s educational services, along
with the sophistication of their consuners, further wei ghs heavily

against a finding of likelihood of confusion.

C. O her Registered “CGEORA A’-Formative Marks Negate Any



Li keli hood of Conf usi on.

Applicant’s position against |ikelihood of confusion is further
supported by the concurrent existence of several “CGEORG A’-formative
mar ks regi stered in connection with post-secondary education services
in Class 41. Such registrations include but are not limted to the
exanpl es attached hereto as Exhibit A along with evidence of actua
use of such marks. Indeed, if marks incorporating state nanmes in this
context were deenmed confusingly simlar, these marks woul d not be
able to coexist on the Principal and Suppl enental Registers and in
t he marketplace. See T ME P. 8 1207.01(d)(x) (Cct. 2013) (“If the
exam ning attorney finds registrations that appear to be owned by
nore than one registrant, he or she should consider the extent to
which dilution may indicate that there is no likelihood of
confusion.”).

Finally, it bears enphasi zing that, during the prosecution of
Applicant’s prior applications for nearly identical marks for
i denti cal services,[l] no ot her Exam ning Attorney refused
regi stration based on I|ikelihood of confusion, clearly denonstrating
that Applicant’s mark cannot now be considered confusingly simlar to
the Cited Marks.

In view of the foregoing, it cannot reasonably be maintained
that the term“GEORG A’ is associated with any one source. Indeed, it
is clear that, when encountering a nmark that is conprised in whole or
in part of the term“GEORA A’ (or any other state nane),
sophi sti cated consuners seeki ng providers of higher education,
recogni zi ng that such termcannot readily identify the source of the
services, will scrutinize the mark for additional source-identifying

i nformati on. Consequently, as noted above, Applicant’s mark and the



Cited Marks can coexist without resulting in consunmer confusion. This
factor in the |ikelihood of confusion analysis therefore weighs

decidedly in Applicant’s favor.

D. The Extent of Potential Confusionis De Mninis.

Were the scope and extent of any potential confusion is
de mnims, as opposed to substantial, there can be no support for a

refusal pursuant to Section 2(d) of the Lanham Act. See Inre E. 1. du

Pont, 177 U S.P.Q at 567. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully
submts that where, as here, several anal ogous marks coexist on the
Princi pal and Suppl enental Registers and in the nmarketplace, the
mar ks differ significantly with respect to appearances, sounds, and
overal | commercial inpressions, relevant consuners are sophisticated,
and the services are expensive, there can be little doubt that any
potential confusion is de minims, nuch less |ikely. Indeed, the
record remains significantly devoid of persuasive evidence tending to
support the Exam ning Attorney’s allegation of |ikelihood of
confusion as to source of Applicant’s and Registrant’s services, and,
as the foregoing anal ysis denonstrates, consuners are sinply not
likely to believe that Applicant’s and Registrant’s services enanate
fromthe sane source. Al of the aforenentioned distinctions between
Applicant’s mark and the Cited Marks necessitate a finding that the
extent of potential confusion is absolutely and unequivocally
de mnims. The nmere possibility of confusion is too renpte to
justify a Section 2(d) refusal.

Accordingly, because there is no |ikelihood of confusion between
Applicant’s mark and the G ted Marks, Applicant respectfully requests
that the Examining Attorney withdraw the refusal and pass Applicant’s

mark on to publication

1. NOT PRIMARILY GEOGRAPHI CALLY DESCRI PTI VE




In the Ofice Action, the Exam ning Attorney refused
registration of Applicant’s mark GEORA A COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C
MEDI CI NE on the basis that the word “GEORA A” is allegedly primarily
geographi cal ly descriptive of the origin of Applicant’s services.
Based on the follow ng, Applicant fervently maintains its position
that the word “GEORG A,” as used in Applicant’s mark, sinply cannot
be found to be primarily geographically descriptive of Applicant’s
services, as its primary significance is not geographic, and
purchasers are not likely to make a services/pl ace associ ati on.
Applicant’s mark is therefore registrable on the Principal Register
wi thout a claimof acquired distinctiveness. Accordingly, Applicant
respectfully requests that the Exam ning Attorney’ s refusal be

wi t hdrawn and that Applicant’s mark be approved for publication.

A "CECRGA A" Is Not Primarily CGeographically Descriptive
Under the Appropriate Standard.

Contrary to the Exam ning Attorney’s position, Applicant
enphatically reiterates that, under the appropriate standard set
forth in Applicant’s Response to Ofice Action submtted June 23,
2014, Applicant’s mark is not primarily geographically descriptive
under the appropriate standard, as its primary significance is not
geographi c, and the consunming public is not likely to make a

servi ces/ pl ace associ ati on.

1. Primary Significance of Mark Not Geographic

As previously explained, Applicant is a renowned col |l ege of
nmedi ci ne that has opened a new canpus which it intends to operate
under the mark GEORA A COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI CI NE. By

consequence, when prospective students view the mark as a whole, it



does not bring to mnd a geographic |ocation, but rather a renowned
and respected coll ege of nedicine. The mark clearly functions as the
nane of a place of higher education. Wen consuners refer to DI SNEY
WORLD or DOLLYWOOD, both geographic places, they are in fact
referring to Disney Enterprises Incorporated and Dolly Parton
Productions, respectively. Simlarly, when consuners refer to the
GEORG A COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI CINE, they are referring to
Appl i cant.

It is well-settled that the validity of a mark is judged not by
an exam nation of its individual parts, but rather by view ng the

trademark as a whole. See Franklin Mnt Corp., 667 F.2d at 1007 (“It

is axiomatic that a mark shoul d not be di ssected and consi dered
pi eceneal ; rather, it nust be considered as a whole in determ ning
i kel i hood of confusion.”). Wen a geographic termis “conposed of
geographic matter coupled with additional matter (e.g., wording
and/or a design elenent), . . . the exam ning attorney nust deterni ne
the primary significance of the conposite.” T.ME. P. § 1210.02(c).
Here, Applicant’s mark is conprised of the term*®“CGECRGA A’ al ong
with the additional phrase “COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI CI NE, ” form ng
t he uni que conpound mark GEORG A COLLECGE OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI CI NE. Due
in part to the addition of this phrasing, the primary significance of
Applicant’s mark is to indicate that Applicant’s provides higher
education services. The mark as a whol e thus evokes in the m nds of
consuners the idea of a school — a college of nedicine. The primry
significance therefore is not any all eged geographi ¢ neani ng behi nd
t he mark.
In sum Applicant respectfully maintains that the Exam ning
Attorney has not satisfied her burden of proving that the primary
significance of Applicant’s mark is geographic. To the contrary, as

denonstrated by Applicant, the primary significance of Applicant’s



mark i s unequivocally not geographic. Indeed, Applicant’s mark

GEORG A COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHIC MEDICINE is a prinme exanple of a mark
that is the exception to the traditional rule for geographic

descri ptiveness. Accordingly, because the mark’s primary significance
is not geographic, the first element of the geographic
descriptiveness test is not satisfied, and the geographic

descriptiveness refusal must be w thdrawn.

2. No Services/Place Associ ati on

As previously explained, the Exam ning Attorney’s assertion that
“[c]lonsunmers are likely to associate the applicant’s educati onal
services with the state of Georgia” is undercut by the |ack of
evidence required to prove such a services/place association. As
i ndi cat ed above, the Exami ning Attorney bears the burden of proving
that the public woul d make a services/place association. “The
determ nati on of the goods/place [or services/place] association is
made not in the abstract, but rather in connection with the goods or
services with which the mark is used and fromthe perspective of the

rel evant public for those goods or services.” In re Joint-Stock Co.

“Baik”, 80 U.S.P.Q2d 1305, 1309 (T.T.A B. 2006). In other words,
whet her a services/place associ ati on exi sts depends on whet her
rel evant consuners would |ikely associate the applied-for services

with the location identified in the mark. See, e.qg., Inre

Consol i dated Foods Corp., 218 U . S.P.Q 184, 186 (T.T.A B. 1983)

(finding that the Exami ning Attorney’s evidence failed to support any
public associ ati on between the geographic |ocation and the applied-
for goods).

As previously explained, the term“GEORG A" as used in

Applicant’s mark is part of a school name and not a geographic



i ndicator. Again, it cannot be overstated that Applicant is a
renowned col |l ege of nedicine, and its new canpus will |ikew se be
associated in the mnds of consuners with a prom nent nedi cal school,
not with a geographic |location. Over the |ast hundred years,
Appl i cant has worked tirelessly to organi ze, inprove, and pronote its
nmedi cal college. Just as students, applicants, faculty, and the

nmedi cal profession associate Applicant with its nedical school, such
associations will likew se be made with Applicant’s new canmpus. Like
Applicant’s entity nane GEORG A COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI CI NE wi | |
evoke nore than just a geographic location; the mark will refer to
Applicant’s cel ebrated schools and its fanmed reputation in the

medi cal field.

The services/place associ ation that once existed with respect to
institutions of higher |earning has changed dramatically with the
advent of virtual and intercontinental universities, such as Texas
A&M Uni versity and Virgi nia Commpnweal th University, each of which
offers a full canmpus in Qatar, and ot her canpuses far fromthe
original canpuses affiliated with the institutions. Gven the rise of
such virtual and affiliate institutions, academ c consuners no | onger
automatically associate schools with an exact |ocation or with brick
and nortar classroons. As virtual and intercontinental brick and
nortar universities continue to grow, consuners’ perceptions are
changi ng, and students no | onger assune that a geographic location in
the nanme of a college (such as Virginia or Texas) neans that the
school is to be found in that |ocation. As such, consuners are not
likely to make the services/place association required to sustain the
Exam ni ng Attorney’ s geographi c descriptiveness refusal. The fina
el ement of the geographic descriptiveness test therefore is not
sati sfied, and the geographic descriptiveness test thus fails.

Applicant’s mark can thus be understood only as a uni que source



identifier for Applicant and is therefore unequivocally registrable
on the Principal Register without a claimof acquired

di stinctiveness. Accordingly, because the subject refusal is

unt enabl e, Applicant respectfully requests that the Exam ning
Attorney withdraw the refusal and approve Applicant’s mark for

publ i cati on.

B. Al Doubts Concerning Registration Should Be Resol ved in
Applicant’s Favor.

Finally, as underscored in Applicant’s Response to Ofice Action
subm tted June 23, 2014, Applicant reiterates that, where there is
doubt as to whether a mark i s geographically descriptive, the clear
wei ght of authority is to resolve such doubt in favor of the
Applicant and to publish the mark for opposition. After all, “any
person who believes that he woul d be damaged by the registration wll
have an opportunity . . . to oppose the registration of the mark and

to present evidence. In re Gournet Bakers, Inc., 173 U S. P.Q

565, 565 (T.T.A. B. 1972); see, e.qg., In re John Harvey & Sons Ltd.,

32 U.S.P.Q2d 1451, 1455 (T.T.A B. 1994) (“To the extent that any

evi dence of record raises a doubt about our conclusion here, we elect
to resolve that doubt in favor of applicant. Then, when the mark is
publ i shed, any person who has a legitimate interest in the use of the
geogr aphi ¢ nanme cl ained by applicant may file an opposition.”); cf.

In re Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner, & Smth Inc., 828 F.2d 1567,

1571, 4 U.S.P.Q 2d 1141, 1144 (Fed. CGr. 1987) (“It is incunbent on
the Board to bal ance the evidence of public understanding of the nmark
agai nst the degree of descriptiveness encunbering the mark, and to
resol ve reasonabl e doubt in favor of the applicant, in accordance

with practice and precedent.”); In re Aid Labs., Inc., 221 U S P.Q

1215, 1216 (T.T.A B. 1983) (“Wiere there is doubt on the matter, the



doubt shoul d be resolved in applicant’s behalf and the mark shoul d be
publ i shed in accordance with Section 12(c) of the [Lanhan] Statute

for purposes of opposition.”); In re The G acious Lady Serv., lInc.,

175 U.S.P.Q 380, 382 (T.T.A. B. 1972) (“It is recognized that there
is alarge gray area in determning the descriptiveness of a mark,
and where reasonable nmen nmay differ, it has been the practice to
resol ve such doubt in an applicant’s behal f and publish the mark for

opposition purposes. . . .”); Inre Entenmann’s Inc., 15 U. S. P.Q 2d

1750, 1751 n.2 (T.T.A B. 1990) (“[I]n ex parte cases involving a
refusal to register on the basis of nere descriptiveness, it is the
practice of this Board to resolve doubts in the favor of the
applicant and pass the mark to publication.”).

As the foregoing nmakes exceedingly clear, the Exam ning
Attorney’s position in the instant case is supported neither by the
evidence in the record nor by application of the law to the facts.
When viewed in context, with the law applied to the facts, the
pur ported geographi c descriptiveness of “GEORA A’ significantly
di m ni shes in favor of the mark’s suggestiveness as a uni que and
unitary source identifier for Applicant. Accordingly, any renaining
doubt should be resolved in Applicant’s favor, and Applicant’s mark

shoul d be approved for publication.

I11. CONCLUSI ON

Wher eas Applicant has satisfied the concerns of the Exam ning
Attorney, Applicant respectfully requests that the subject refusals

be withdrawn and that Applicant’s mark be approved for publication.

[1] These applications include: PHARMACY COLLEGE OF GEORG A (Ser. No. 85/327,283);
PHARMACY SCHOOL OF GEORG A (Ser. No. 85/327,215); GEORG A COLLEGE OF OPTOMETRY
(Ser. No. 85/327,208); CGEORA A COLLEGE OF PHARMACY (Ser. No. 85/310,079); GEORG A
SCHOOL OF PHARMACY (Ser. No. 85/310,077); GEORG A SCHOOL OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI Cl NE
(Ser. No. 85/309, 897).
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TEASSTAMP

Request for Reconsideration after Final Action
Tothe Commissioner for Trademarks:

Application serial no. 86048224 has been amended as follows:

ARGUMENT(S)
In response to the substantive refusal(s), please note the following:

REQUEST FOR RECONSI DERATI ON

In an Ofice Action issued July 17, 2014, the Exam ning Attorney
mai nt ai ned and made final her refusal to register Applicant’s mark
GEORG A COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI CI NE pursuant to Sections 2(d) and
2(e)(2) of the Lanham Act, 15 U. S.C. 88 1052(d) & 1052(e)(2). In
response, Applicant hereby submits the following in further support of

regi stration.

. NO LIKELI HOOD OF CONFUSI ON

In the Ofice Action, the Exam ning Attorney refused registration
of Applicant’s mark GEORG A COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI CI NE on the
ground that the mark is allegedly confusingly simlar to the “CGEORGA A’ -

formative marks regi stered under U. S. Registration Nos. 4,154, 833,



3,282,904, 3,725,163, 3,725,162, 3,031,191, 2,246,860, and 1, 339, 141,
all registered in connection with, inter alia, the provision of
educational services at the college and university levels in Cass 41,
and all of which are owned by the Board of Regents of the University
System of Ceorgia (collectively, the “Cited Marks”). The Exam ni ng
Attorney’s finding that Applicant’s mark is likely to be confused with
the Cited Marks is based on her unsupported assertion that the factors
nost relevant to the likelihood of confusion analysis in this case are
“simlarity of the marks, simlarity and nature of the goods and/or
services, and simlarity of the trade channels of the goods and/or
services.” Applicant respectfully submts that the sophistication of
the consuners to whom Applicant’s and Registrant’s services are

of fered, the costs of such services, and the nunber and nature of
simlar marks in use in connection with such services strongly outweigh
the other du Pont factors, and consideration of the sanme nmandates a
finding that Applicant’s mark and the Cited Marks are not likely to be
confused in the mnds of relevant consuners. Accordingly, based on
Applicant’s previous argunents and evi dence, the follow ng suppl enent al
anal ysis set forth herein, and additional evidence submtted herew th,
Applicant respectfully, albeit vigorously, maintains its position that
there is no likelihood of confusion between its nmark and the Cited

Mar ks and respectfully requests that the Exam ning Attorney’ s refusal

be wi thdrawn and that Applicant’s mark be approved for publication.

A. Rel evant Consuners Are Sophi sti cat ed.

No |ikelihood of confusion exists between Applicant’s mark and the
Cited Marks in view of the sophistication of rel evant consuners and the
nature of their purchasing practices with respect to Applicant’s and

Regi strant’s services. See Inre E.I. du Pont de Nenpurs & Co.,

177 U S.P.Q 563 (C. C.P.A 1973).



Applicant respectfully submts that the sophistication of rel evant
consuners of Applicant’s and Registrant’s services is so great that the
provi sion of educational services by Applicant and Regi strant under
mar ks that incorporate the same word, nanely, “CECRA A, " is not likely
to generate consumer confusion. Consunmers of Applicant’s and
Regi strant’s educational services are individuals seeking degrees from
institutions of higher |earning, such as Bachelor’s, Mster’s, and
doctorate degrees. Such individuals are not casual consunmers and do not
make purchasing decisions hastily; rather, they are highly
know edgeabl e, sophisticated, and discrimnating in identifying the
institutions and academ c prograns in which they hope to enroll and
nmust exercise a high degree of care before investing in such services.

I ndeed, before a purchase can be nmade, consuners need not only identify
the institutions and prograns in which they are interested, requiring
significant research, but they nust also engage in a | engthy and
extensive application process (including without |imtation studying
for and taking standardi zed tests, acquiring letters of recommendati on,
and applying for adm ssion and payi ng appropri ate application fees) and
ultimately be accepted in order to matriculate. Gven the vital

i nportance of higher education, relevant purchasers are exceedingly
likely to exercise extraordinary care in selecting the appropriate
institution offering such educational services. As such, relevant
consuners are highly unlikely to confuse the source of Applicant’s and
Regi strant’s services and/or Applicant with Registrant.

Mor eover, as previously argued and expl ai ned further bel ow, the
di fferences between Applicant’s mark and the Cted Marks are rendered
all the nore significant in the context of post-secondary education
where, as here, the allegedly dom nant portion of the marks is a state
nane. | ndeed, as denonstrated in the evidence attached to Applicant’s

Response to O fice Action submtted June 23, 2014, it is commonpl ace



for unrelated universities, colleges, and other institutions of higher
| earning to incorporate and use identical state designations in their
nanes. Consequently, it would defy logic to conclude that such highly
sophi sticated and discrimnating consuners — prospective students of
hi gher learning — would be likely to be confused as to the provider of
t he educational services.

In view of the sophistication and care of the rel evant consuners
of Applicant’s and Registrant’s educational services in their
purchasing practices, it is highly unlikely that such discrimnating
consuners are likely to believe that Applicant’s and Registrant’s
services emanate fromthe sane source nerely because such services are
of fered under “CGEORA A”-formative marks. Consequently, consideration of
the rel evant sophisticated consuners wei ghs deci dedly against a finding

of |ikelihood of confusion.

B. Applicant’s and Reqgistrant’s Services Are Expensive.

Consistent with du Pont, where the relevant services are costly,
the I evel of sophistication that consunmers enploy in choosing the

services is even nore acute. See AMF, Inc. v. Sleekcraft Boats, 599

F.2d 341, 353, 204 U S.P.Q 808, 817 (9th G r. 1979). Applicant’s and
Regi strant’s educati onal services are highly expensive, often costing a
consuner in excess of $100,000 before a degree can be obtai ned.
Consequently, Applicant’s and Registrant’s services are not purchased
casual ly without the consunmer researching the relevant institution, its
prograns, its reputation, and relevant costs. In view of such costs,
along with other relevant factors, consumers of Applicant’s and

Regi strant’s services are “careful, sophisticated purchas[ers],” not
“impul se” buyers. See id. Consequently, consideration of both the costs

of Applicant’s and Registrant’s educational services, along with the



sophi stication of their consuners, further weighs heavily against a

finding of l|ikelihood of confusion.

C. O her Registered “CGEORA A”-Formative Marks Negate Any
Li kel i hood of Conf usi on.

Applicant’s position against likelihood of confusion is further
supported by the concurrent existence of several “CECRA A’-formative
mar ks regi stered in connection with post-secondary educati on services
in Class 41. Such registrations include but are not limted to the
exanpl es attached hereto as Exhibit A along with evidence of actual
use of such marks. Indeed, if marks incorporating state names in this
context were deenmed confusingly simlar, these marks woul d not be able
to coexist on the Principal and Suppl enental Registers and in the
mar ket pl ace. See T.ME. P. § 1207.01(d)(x) (Cct. 2013) (“If the
exam ning attorney finds registrations that appear to be owned by nore
than one registrant, he or she should consider the extent to which
dilution may indicate that there is no |ikelihood of confusion.”).

Finally, it bears enphasizing that, during the prosecution of
Applicant’s prior applications for nearly identical marks for identica
services,[l] no ot her Exami ning Attorney refused registration based on
i keli hood of confusion, clearly denonstrating that Applicant’s nark
cannot now be considered confusingly simlar to the Cted Marks.

In view of the foregoing, it cannot reasonably be maintained that
the term“GEORA A" is associated with any one source. Indeed, it is
clear that, when encountering a mark that is conprised in whole or in
part of the term“CGEORG A’ (or any other state nane), sophisticated
consuners seeking providers of higher education, recognizing that such
termcannot readily identify the source of the services, wll
scrutinize the mark for additional source-identifying information.

Consequently, as noted above, Applicant’s mark and the G ted Marks can



coexi st wthout resulting in consuner confusion. This factor in the
i kel i hood of confusion analysis therefore weighs decidedly in

Applicant’s favor.

D. The Extent of Potential Confusionis De Mnims.

Where the scope and extent of any potential confusion is
de mnims, as opposed to substantial, there can be no support for a

refusal pursuant to Section 2(d) of the Lanham Act. See Inre E. 1. du

Pont, 177 U S.P.Q at 567. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submts
that where, as here, several anal ogous marks coexi st on the Principal
and Suppl enmental Registers and in the marketplace, the marks differ
significantly with respect to appearances, sounds, and overal
commerci al inpressions, relevant consumers are sophisticated, and the
services are expensive, there can be little doubt that any potenti al
confusion is de mnims, nmuch less likely. Indeed, the record remnains
significantly devoid of persuasive evidence tending to support the
Exami ning Attorney’s allegation of |ikelihood of confusion as to source
of Applicant’s and Registrant’s services, and, as the foregoing
anal ysi s denonstrates, consuners are sinply not likely to believe that
Applicant’s and Registrant’s services emanate fromthe sanme source. All
of the aforenentioned distinctions between Applicant’s mark and the
Cited Marks necessitate a finding that the extent of potential
confusion is absolutely and unequivocally de mnims. The nere
possibility of confusion is too renpte to justify a Section 2(d)
r ef usal

Accordi ngly, because there is no likelihood of confusion between
Applicant’s mark and the G ted Marks, Applicant respectfully requests
that the Exam ning Attorney w thdraw the refusal and pass Applicant’s

mark on to publication

1. NOT PRI MARILY GEOGRAPHI CALLY DESCRI PTI VE




In the Ofice Action, the Exam ning Attorney refused registration
of Applicant’s mark GEORG A COLLEGE OF OSTECPATHI C MEDI CI NE on the
basis that the word “GCEOCRA A” is allegedly primarily geographically
descriptive of the origin of Applicant’s services. Based on the
foll ow ng, Applicant fervently maintains its position that the word
“GEORG A,” as used in Applicant’s mark, sinply cannot be found to be
primarily geographically descriptive of Applicant’s services, as its
primary significance is not geographic, and purchasers are not likely
to make a services/place association. Applicant’s nmark is therefore
regi strable on the Principal Register without a claimof acquired
di stinctiveness. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the
Exam ning Attorney’s refusal be withdrawn and that Applicant’s mark be

approved for publication.

A “GEORA A" |Is Not Primarily Geographically Descriptive
Under the Appropriate Standard.

Contrary to the Exam ning Attorney’s position, Applicant
enphatically reiterates that, under the appropriate standard set forth
in Applicant’s Response to Ofice Action submtted June 23, 2014,
Applicant’s mark is not primarily geographically descriptive under the
appropriate standard, as its primary significance is not geographic,
and the consum ng public is not likely to make a services/pl ace

associ ati on.

1. Primary Significance of Mark Not Geographic

As previously explained, Applicant is a renowned col | ege of
nmedi ci ne that has opened a new canpus which it intends to operate under
the mark GEORG A COLLEGE OF OSTECPATHI C MEDI CI NE. By consequence, when
prospective students view the mark as a whole, it does not bring to

m nd a geographic |ocation, but rather a renowned and respected coll ege



of medicine. The mark clearly functions as the nane of a place of
hi gher education. Wen consuners refer to DI SNEY WORLD or DOLLYWOOD
bot h geographic places, they are in fact referring to D sney
Enterprises Incorporated and Dolly Parton Productions, respectively.
Simlarly, when consuners refer to the GEORG A COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C
MEDI CI NE, they are referring to Applicant.

It is well-settled that the validity of a mark is judged not by an
exam nation of its individual parts, but rather by view ng the

trademark as a whole. See Franklin Mnt Corp., 667 F.2d at 1007 (“It is

axiomatic that a mark shoul d not be di ssected and consi dered pieceneal ;
rather, it nust be considered as a whole in determning |ikelihood of
confusion.”). Wien a geographic termis “conposed of geographic matter
coupled with additional matter (e.g., wording and/or a design elenent),

t he exam ning attorney nust determne the primary significance of
the conposite.” T.ME P. 8§ 1210.02(c).

Here, Applicant’s mark is conprised of the term®“CGECRGA A’ al ong
with the additional phrase “COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI CI NE,” form ng
t he uni que conpound mark GEORG A COLLEGE OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI Cl NE. Due
in part to the addition of this phrasing, the primary significance of
Applicant’s mark is to indicate that Applicant’s provides higher
education services. The mark as a whol e thus evokes in the m nds of
consuners the idea of a school — a college of nedicine. The primry
significance therefore is not any all eged geographi c neani ng behind the
mar K.

In sum Applicant respectfully maintains that the Exam ning
Attorney has not satisfied her burden of proving that the primry
significance of Applicant’s mark is geographic. To the contrary, as
denonstrated by Applicant, the primary significance of Applicant’s nmark
i s unequi vocal |y not geographic. Indeed, Applicant’s mark GEORA A
COLLECGE OF OSTEOPATHIC MEDICINE is a prinme exanple of a mark that is



the exception to the traditional rule for geographic descriptiveness.
Accordingly, because the mark’s primary significance is not geographic,
the first el ement of the geographic descriptiveness test is not
satisfied, and the geographi c descriptiveness refusal must be

wi t hdr awn.

2. No Services/Place Association

As previously explained, the Exam ning Attorney’ s assertion that
“[clonsunmers are likely to associate the applicant’s educati onal
services with the state of Georgia” is undercut by the | ack of evidence
required to prove such a services/place association. As indicated
above, the Exami ning Attorney bears the burden of proving that the
public woul d make a services/pl ace associ ation. “The determ nati on of
t he goods/ pl ace [or services/place] association is nmade not in the
abstract, but rather in connection with the goods or services with
which the mark is used and fromthe perspective of the relevant public

for those goods or services.” In re Joint-Stock Co. “Baik”, 80

U S P.Q2d 1305, 1309 (T.T. A B. 2006). In other words, whether a
servi ces/ pl ace associ ati on exists depends on whether rel evant consuners
woul d likely associate the applied-for services with the | ocation

identified in the mark. See, e.q., In re Consolidated Foods Corp., 218

US P.Q 184, 186 (T.T.A B. 1983) (finding that the Exam ning
Attorney’ s evidence failed to support any public association between
t he geographic | ocation and the applied-for goods).

As previously explained, the term“GEORG A" as used in Applicant’s
mark is part of a school nane and not a geographic indicator. Again, it
cannot be overstated that Applicant is a renowned col | ege of nedicine,
and its new canpus will |ikew se be associated in the m nds of
consuners with a prom nent nedi cal school, not with a geographic

| ocati on. Over the | ast hundred years, Applicant has worked tirel essly



to organi ze, inprove, and pronote its nedical college. Just as
students, applicants, faculty, and the nedical profession associate
Applicant with its medical school, such associations will |ikew se be
made with Applicant’s new canpus. Like Applicant’s entity name GEORG A
COLLEGE OF OSTECPATHIC MEDICINE wi Il evoke nore than just a geographic
| ocation; the mark will refer to Applicant’s celebrated schools and its
famed reputation in the nedical field.

The services/place association that once existed with respect to
institutions of higher |earning has changed dramatically with the
advent of virtual and intercontinental universities, such as Texas A&M
University and Virginia Commonweal th University, each of which offers a
full canmpus in Qatar, and other canpuses far fromthe original canpuses
affiliated with the institutions. Gven the rise of such virtual and
affiliate institutions, academ c consunmers no | onger automatically
associ ate schools with an exact location or with brick and nortar
classroons. As virtual and intercontinental brick and nortar
uni versities continue to grow, consuners’ perceptions are changi ng, and
students no | onger assune that a geographic location in the name of a
coll ege (such as Virginia or Texas) neans that the school is to be
found in that |ocation. As such, consuners are not likely to nmake the
servi ces/ pl ace association required to sustain the Exam ning Attorney’s
geogr aphi ¢ descriptiveness refusal. The final el enent of the geographic
descriptiveness test therefore is not satisfied, and the geographic
descriptiveness test thus fails. Applicant’s mark can thus be
understood only as a unique source identifier for Applicant and is
t heref ore unequivocally registrable on the Principal Register wthout a
cl ai mof acquired distinctiveness. Accordingly, because the subject
refusal is untenable, Applicant respectfully requests that the

Exam ning Attorney w thdraw the refusal and approve Applicant’s mark



for publication.

B. All Doubts Concerning Registration Should Be Resolved in
Applicant’s Favor.

Finally, as underscored in Applicant’s Response to Ofice Action
subm tted June 23, 2014, Applicant reiterates that, where there is
doubt as to whether a mark is geographically descriptive, the clear

wei ght of authority is to resolve such doubt in favor of the Applicant

and to publish the mark for opposition. After all, “any person who
bel i eves that he woul d be danmaged by the registration will have an
opportunity . . . to oppose the registration of the mark and to present
evidence. . . .” In re Gournet Bakers, Inc., 173 U S.P.Q 565, 565

(T.T.A B. 1972); see, e.qd., In re John Harvey & Sons Ltd.,

32 U S.P.Q2d 1451, 1455 (T.T.A B. 1994) (“To the extent that any

evi dence of record raises a doubt about our conclusion here, we elect
to resolve that doubt in favor of applicant. Then, when the mark is
publ i shed, any person who has a legitimate interest in the use of the
geogr aphi ¢ nane clainmed by applicant may file an opposition.”); cf. In

re Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner, & Smth Inc., 828 F.2d 1567, 1571,

4 U S P.Q2d 1141, 1144 (Fed. G r. 1987) (“It is incunbent on the Board
to bal ance the evidence of public understanding of the mark agai nst the
degree of descriptiveness encunbering the mark, and to resolve

reasonabl e doubt in favor of the applicant, in accordance with practice

and precedent.”); In re Aid Labs., Inc., 221 U.S.P.Q 1215, 1216

(T.T.A B. 1983) (“Were there is doubt on the matter, the doubt shoul d
be resolved in applicant’s behalf and the mark shoul d be published in
accordance with Section 12(c) of the [Lanhan] Statute for purposes of

opposition.”); In re The Gracious Lady Serv., Inc., 175 U S. P.Q 380,

382 (T.T.A. B. 1972) (“It is recognized that there is a large gray area

in determ ning the descriptiveness of a mark, and where reasonabl e nen



may differ, it has been the practice to resolve such doubt in an
applicant’s behalf and publish the mark for opposition purposes.

."); Inre Entenmann’s Inc., 15 U S. P.Q2d 1750, 1751 n.2 (T.T. A B.

1990) (“[I]n ex parte cases involving a refusal to register on the
basis of nmere descriptiveness, it is the practice of this Board to
resol ve doubts in the favor of the applicant and pass the mark to
publication.”).

As the foregoing makes exceedingly clear, the Exam ning Attorney’s
position in the instant case is supported neither by the evidence in
the record nor by application of the lawto the facts. Wen viewed in
context, with the law applied to the facts, the purported geographic
descriptiveness of “GEORA A’ significantly dimnishes in favor of the
mar Kk’ s suggesti veness as a unique and unitary source identifier for
Applicant. Accordingly, any remaining doubt should be resolved in
Applicant’s favor, and Applicant’s mark shoul d be approved for

publ i cati on.

[11. CONCLUSI ON

Whereas Applicant has satisfied the concerns of the Exam ning
Attorney, Applicant respectfully requests that the subject refusals be

wi t hdrawn and that Applicant’s mark be approved for publication.

[1] These applications include: PHARMACY COLLEGE OF GECRG A (Ser. No. 85/327,283);
PHARMACY SCHOOL OF GEORG A (Ser. No. 85/327,215); GEORG A COLLEGE OF OPTOVETRY
(Ser. No. 85/327,208); CGEORA A COLLEGE OF PHARMACY (Ser. No. 85/310,079); GEORG A
SCHOOL OF PHARVACY (Ser. No. 85/310,077); GEORG A SCHOOL OF OSTEOPATHI C MEDI Cl NE
(Ser. No. 85/309, 897).
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Evidence in the nature of details of analogous registrations from PTO database and evidence of actual use
of same has been attached.

Original PDF file:

evi_389822016-20150120175423945692 . Exhibit A.pdf
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withdraw; (3) the applicant has filed a power of attorney appointing him/her in this matter; or (4) the
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Please logout when you are done to release system resources allocated for you.

Record 1 out of 1

( Use the "Back" button of the Internet Browser to

return to TESS)

GLIORGIA SCHOOI, Ol
PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

Word Mark GEORGIA SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

Goods and IC 041. US 100 101 107. G & S: Education services, namely, offering courses of instruction at the
Services post-secondary level. FIRST USE: 20120415. FIRST USE IN COMMERCE: 20120415
Standard

Characters

Claimed

g';';'; Drawing ;) STANDARD CHARACTER MARK

Serial Number 85448996

Filing Date October 17, 2011

Current Basis 1A

Original Filing 1B

Basis

Date Amended to
Current Register

Registration

June 19, 2012

Number 4211786
Registration Date September 18, 2012
Owner (REGISTRANT) Education Management LLC LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY DELAWARE 210

Sixth Avenue Pittsburgh PENNSYLVANIA 15222

(LAST LISTED OWNER) EDUCATION MANAGEMENT Il LLC LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
DELAWARE 210 SIXTH AVENUE PITTSBURGH PENNSYLVANIA 15222
Assignment
Recorded

Attorney of
Record

ASSIGNMENT RECORDED
Christie Baty Hudgins

http:/ftmsearch.uspto.gov/bin/showfield?f=doc&state=4805:uhk0n4.3.1 12



1/20/2015 Trademark Electronic Search System (TESS)

Disclaimer NO CLAIM IS MADE TO THE EXCLUSIVE RIGHT TO USE "SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL
PSYCHOLOGY" APART FROM THE MARK AS SHOWN

Type of Mark SERVICE MARK

Register SUPPLEMENTAL

Live/Dead

Indicator LIXE
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| .HOME | SITE INDEX| SEARCH | eBUSINESS | HELP | PRIVACY POLICY
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Menu

GEORGIA SCHOOL OF
PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY"®
AT ARGOSY UNIVERSITY

Search go!

Student Login (https://mycampus.argosy.edu/portal/server.pt)

| Eaculty Login (https://aufacultv.argosv.edu/portal/server.pt?)

Reguest Information

Student Consumer Information (http: w.argosv.edu/locations/atlanta/student-consumer-information/overview

Contact us today!
Jennifer Butner 770-407-1181 (tel:7704071181) jbutner@argosy.edu (mailto:jbutner@argosy.edu)

CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGY PROGRAMS

Our Clinical Psychology programs are designed to prepare practitioner-scholars
whose scientific, theoretical and practical foundations enable them to meet the
challenges of the diverse settings, populations and communities in which they

serve.



Personal And Professional Preparation
At The Georgia School of Professional Psychology at Argosy University, we believe
in high standards, faculty mentorship and learning from experienced supervisors in
the field. Qur programs encourage your development as a person and as a
professional. Offering both a Master of Arts (MA) and a Doctor of Psychology
(PsyD) in Clinical Psychology, we have longstanding connections with training sites
throughout the metropolitan Atlanta area.

American Psychological Association
The Doctor of Psychology in Clinical Psychology Program at the Georgia School of
Professional Psychology at Argosy University is accredited by the Commission on
Accreditation of the American Psychological Association (APA). Questions related
to the program’s accredited status should be directed to the Commission on



Accreditation: Office of Program Consultation and Accreditation, American
Psychological Association, 750 1st Street, NE, Washington, DC 20002 Phone: (202)
336-5979 / E-mail: apaaccred@apa.org (mailto: apaaccred@apa.org) Web:

WWW.apa.org/ed/accreditation (http://www.apa.org/ed/accreditation/).

Training Sites

Our students complete supervised field experiences, working directly with
clients in local practices, agencies and hospitals that offer behavioral
healthcare services. The Atlanta area provides a wide range of practicum
training sites that complement our students’ interests and needs, including
the following:

o« Community Mental Health Centers
¢ Residential Treatment Centers

¢ Medical & Psychiatric Hospitals

¢ Rehabilitation Centers

e Court-ordered Programs

e Primary and Secondary Schools

o University Counseling Centers

¢ Private Practices

About us (/locations/atlanta/about-us)

Accreditation (/locations/atlanta/accreditation)

Student Lodgin (http://myvcampus.argosy.edu)

Letter From The Dean (/locations/atlanta/letter-from-the-dean)

Employment (http://www.argosy.edu/about/employment)




Privacy and Terms (http://www.argosy.edu/privacy-policy)

Conditions of Use (http://www.argosy.edu/terms-and-conditions)

Do Not Call Policy (http.//www.argosy.edu/do-not-call-policy)

Student Consumer Information (http://www.argosv.edu/locations/atlanta/student-consumer-
information/overview)

Reguest Information

Online Application (https://portal.argosy.edu/Applicant/ApplvyOnline Login.aspx)

Contact Us (/locations/atlanta/contact-us)

Academic Catalog (http:.//argosy.catalog.acalog.com/preview program.php?
catoid=478&poid=7626&nI=%22clinical+psvchologv%22&returnto=search)

Safe Harbor Policy (http://www.edmc.edu/edme-safe-harbor-privacy-policv.aspx)

© 2014 Argosy University
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m ( Use the "Back" button of the Internet Browser to

return to TESS)

Georgia Atlanta College

Word Mark GEORGIA ATLANTA COLLEGE

Goods and IC 041. US 100 101 107. G & S: Educating at university or colleges; Educational senices, namely,

Services providing courses of instruction at the college level; Educational senices, namely, providing courses of
instruction at the college level and distribution of course material in connection therewith; Providing
courses of instruction at the college level. FIRST USE: 20120401. FIRST USE IN COMMERCE:
20120401

Standard

Characters

Claimed

Mark

Drawing (4) STANDARD CHARACTER MARK
Code

Serial

Number

Filing Date April 24, 2012

Current
Basis

85606392

1A

Original
Filing Basis
Date

Amended
to Current August 15, 2012



Register

Registration 4223542

Number

Registration .,y per 9, 2012

Date

Owner (REGISTRANT) Georgia Atlanta Prep., LLC DBA Georgia Atlanta College LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
GEORGIA 3545 Peachtree Industrial Blvd Suite 4 Duluth GEORGIA 30096

Type of  gERVICE MARK

Mark

Register SUPPLEMENTAL

Live/Dead

Indicator LIVE

e Lor [t boc | Pree boe [exr poc | st ooc.
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Record 1 out of 1

( Use the "Back" button of the Internet Browser to
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Georgla Highlands College

Word Mark

Goods and
Services

Standard
Characters
Claimed

Mark
Drawing
Code

Serial
Number
Filing Date
Current
Basis
Original
Filing Basis
Published

for
Opposition

Registration 4571362

Number

Registration
Date

Owner

Attorney of

GEORGIA HIGHLANDS COLLEGE

IC 041. US 100 101 107. G & S: Education services in the nature of courses at the university level;
Organizing and conducting college sport competitions and athletic events; Providing collegiate athletic and
sporting events. FIRST USE: 20130701. FIRST USE IN COMMERCE: 20130701

(4) STANDARD CHARACTER MARK

86117827

November 13, 2013

1A

May 6, 2014

July 22, 2014

(REGISTRANT) Georgia Highlands College Foundation, Inc. CORPORATION GEORGIA 3175 Cedartown

Hwy SE Rome GEORGIA 30161

Wilma R. Bush
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Text ly | Login
GEORGIA HIGHLANDS COLLEGE searcn [ &5
Current Students | Facully & Staff | Alumni

Why GHC Admissions Financial Aid Library Offices & Departments

‘Amelia Bagwell Brings
Home National Award

Season Opener Sweet for
Ve ' Basketball

Charger Basketball is
Back.

GHC Makes National List of
Military-Friendly

Basketball Athletes AL

Explore our exciting Study
Abroad trips for 2014.

a McClendon and M:

- More Features -

| Student Interests . GHC Headlines » | Announcements .

Student Email (Need IT Help?) Get These Tips to Keep Your Computer Safe | Registration begins Monday,
Hovember 4. Look up your spring
SCORE - (Registration, Schedule,| Summer 2013 Highlander | classes in SCORE under Course
Chuifee O rasIs) | Offerings. If you do not have holds, you
2013 14 Softball Schedule can register yourself in SCORE under
Desire-2-Learn | Registration. If you have holds, a
ESrON EeRssIE EXCEL professional advisor can register you.
GHC Connect 2N Printar Camas th CHE Email advising@highlands.edu with any
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Wiregrass Georgia
Technical College

Word Mark WIREGRASS GEORGIA TECHNICAL COLLEGE

Goods and IC 041. US 100 101 107. G & S: Educational senices, namely, providing for-credit courses of instruction

Services at the college lewel, and noncredit vocational courses, in the fields of Accounting, Business
Administration, Banking and Finance, Business Management, Marketing Management, Computer
Information Systems, Computer Programming, Computer Networking, Design and Media Production
Technology, Digital Media Technology, Drafting Technology, Electrical Systems Technology, Practical
Nursing, Clinical Laboratory Technology, Dental Hygiene, Dental Assisting, Emergency Medical
Senices, Paramedicine, Healthcare Assistant, Healthcare Science, Health Information Technology,
Medical Assisting, Nurse Assistant, Opticianry, Pharmacy Technology, Radiologic Technology, Surgical
Technology, Cosmetology, Criminal Justice, Culinary Arts, Early Childhood Care and Education, Fire
Science, Air Conditioning Technology, Automotive Collision Repair, Automotive Technology, Automotive
Collision Repair, Commercial Truck Driving, Commercial Construction Management, Industrial Systems
Technology, Horticulture, Telecommunications and Security Systems Technology, Machine Tool
Technology, and Welding and Joining Technology; and adult literacy classes. FIRST USE: 20100701.
FIRST USE IN COMMERCE: 20100701
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Characters
Claimed

Mark

Drawing (4) STANDARD CHARACTER MARK
Code

Serial

Niiii BT 85524121



Filing Date January 24, 2012

Cun.rent 1A

Basis

Original

Filing Basis

Published

for March 19, 2013

Opposition

Registration 4345128

Number

Registration June 4, 2013

Date

Owner (REGISTRANT) Technical College System of Georgia STATE AGENCY GEORGIA 1800 Century Place,
NE Atlanta GEORGIA 30345

Attorney of

Record Jeffrey R. Kuester

Disclaimer NO CLAIM IS MADE TO THE EXCLUSIVE RIGHT TO USE "TECHNICAL COLLEGE" APART FROM THE
MARK AS SHOWN

Type of SERVICE MARK
Mark

Register  PRINCIPAL-2(F)
Live/Dead

Indicator LIVE
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L-D About WGTC L-bmy(ampus l\-bIAmA: l-l Help J

Earn College Credit
through Advance
Placement and
Prior Learning
Assessments

Did you know that your e : i . ;
in-field experience and " an you think! é
knowledge could translate & >
into college credit? 7 _.3 ' |
2 e AR W 2

We believe college-level learning can take place outside the traditional classroom. Click o leam more!
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